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Un cov er ing the Value 
of Pre-Re moval Cher o kee Prop erty
By Mat thew T. Gregg*
One of the key is sues dur ing the ne go ti a tions to
re move the Cher o kees from their re main ing south east ern land base 
was the amount Con gress would com pen sate them for their land
ces sion. The U.S. Sen ate even tu ally agreed to cap this ex pen di ture
at $5 mil lion. While the ex act mar ket value of the four-state land
base is hard to mea sure, data from land, Sur veyor Gen eral’s Of fice,
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and deed re cords may be used to gen er ate a con ser va tive es ti mate
of the value of Cher o kee prop erty in Ten nes see, North Carolina, Al -
a bama, and Geor gia,  in 1838, the year that the re main ing Cher o -
kees were forced into forts and camps. The re sult ing es ti mate sug -
gests that the Cher o kees were shortchanged by the fed eral gov ern -
ment, but not by a sen sa tional amount. Al though us ing com pletely
dif fer ent tech niques, this es ti mate is sur pris ingly sim i lar to Prin ci -
pal Chief John Ross’s con jec ture in 1838 that the value of ceded
Cher o kee land was roughly $7.23 mil lion.
John Ross, prin ci pal chief of the Cher o kee Na tion, met with Pres -
i dent An drew Jack son on Feb ru ary 5, 1834, in Wash ing ton, D.C., to
dis cuss pos si ble terms un der which the Cher o kees might re tain a
por tion of their lands in the South east or ex change them for com -
pen sa tion in the form of cash pay ments and land west of the Mis sis -
sippi River. Be cause Jack son in sisted that the Cher o kees had to re -
lin quish their claims to their re main ing an ces tral home land in the
South east, Ross changed strat e gies in this bar gain ing game. He
sug gested $20 mil lion as a start ing point for ne go ti a tions re gard ing 
the sale of the land. Jack son con sid ered the $20 mil lion fig ure “pre -
pos ter ous” and sug gested that the dis cus sions should sim ply end if
that was the best Ross could of fer. Ross changed his strat egy again,
sug gest ing that the mat ter of a sum to be of fered for the Cher o kee
lands in the South east be left to the U.S. Sen ate to de cide. Jack son
ac cepted this pro posal, and the mat ter was for warded to the Sen ate
Com mit tee on In dian Af fairs for con sid er ation. The com mit tee re -
turned with an of fer of a max i mum sum of $5 mil lion to re im burse
the Cher o kees for re lin quish ing their lands.1
The pres ent study is an ef fort to es ti mate the mar ket value of the 
7,882,240 acres ceded by the Cher o kee Na tion in the states of Ten -
nes see, North Carolina, Al a bama, and Geor gia (see map on p. 324). 
Ac cord ing to the terms of the Treaty of New Echota, which was ne -
go ti ated be tween a small fac tion of the Cher o kees called the Treaty
Party and the United States in late De cem ber 1835, the Cher o kees
were to re ceive $5 mil lion for com plete re moval by late May 1838.
De spite the vast lit er a ture on Cher o kee re moval, the dif fer ence be -
tween the mar ket and gov ern ment-set price for Cher o kee land has
yet to be critiqued. Min ing the deed re cords, the sur veyor gen eral
re cords, and the land re cords in each state is sur pris ingly help ful in
as cer tain ing the im plicit value of Cher o kee pub lic prop erty at the
time of re moval. The fol low ing pages il lus trate the method used to
es ti mate this value.
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In an at tempt to al ter the 1835 treaty stip u la tions, Prin ci pal
Chief John Ross wrote the lone ac count of the cost of Cher o kee re -
moval in a mem o ran dum to the Sen ate In dian Af fairs Com mit tee in 
1838. Al though re ly ing purely on con jec tures, Ross de com posed the
re moval costs in terms of three rough cat e go ries: pub lic prop erty
losses (e.g., all claims to their south east ern land base); de struc tion
of pri vate prop erty (e.g., land im prove ments, fer ry boat in come, and
spoliations); and di rect re moval ex penses (e.g., trans por ta tion and
sub sis tence dur ing em i gra tion, ra tions for one year af ter re moval,
and per sonal prop erty aban doned). He con sid ered the to tal cost of
re mov ing the Cher o kees at $13.19 mil lion, of which $7.23 mil lion,
or 55 per cent, was in terms of the im plicit value of ceded Cher o kee
pub lic prop erty.2 Hugh L. White, chair of the Sen ate Com mit tee on
In dian Af fairs, quickly re jected this re quest. How ever, this es ti mate 
none the less rep re sents the lone nu meric con jec ture on the im plicit
value of their home land. By de ter min ing the sales prices gen er ated
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John Ross, por trait by Charles Bird King (OHS Re search 
Di vi sion photo).
from dis pos ing ceded Cher o kee land to U.S. cit i zens, it is now pos si -
ble to de ter mine the le git i macy of Ross’s es ti mate. 
The mar ket value of the Ocoee Land Dis trict in Ten nes see will
first be ex am ined. The Ten nes see state gov ern ment cre ated the
Ocoee Land Dis trict on Oc to ber 18, 1836, from the ceded por tion of
Cher o kee Na tion. The ini tial sale of 160-acre plots at $7.50 per acre
be gan in Oc to ber 1838 at the land of fice in Cleve land. Lots were ex -
pected to be paid in full af ter three months, and if paid in full, set -
tlers could pur chase an ad di tional 160 acres at the same price.  Af -
ter five months the per-acre price for a 160-acre lot dropped to
$5.00, then con tin ued to drop at two-month in ter vals un til the price 
fell to $0.01 per acre, or to the high est bid, af ter nine teen months.
Prices per acre ranged from $105 for one lot to a low of $0.025 for
an other, with a me dian price of $0.12 per acre. The in di vid ual sales
data for these tracts have for tu nately been pub lished and are
readily avail able to the pub lic.3
The mar ket value of the Ocoee Dis trict in 1838 is com puted by
find ing the dis counted value of the stream of pay ments from these
land sales, ad just ing for inflation. From 1838 to 1903 a to tal of
3,935 in di vid ual en tries with com plete sales price, pur chase date,
and acre age ex ist while 881 en tries con tain in com plete in for ma tion
due to ei ther miss ing data or il leg i ble writ ing. The miss ing data on
the price, date of sale, and acres sold are re placed with the me dian
price of $0.12 per acre, the me dian sales year of 1841, and the me -
dian acre age per lot at 80 acres. The stream of land sales is de flated
to 1838 and dis counted at 5 per cent, which is equiv a lent to the in -
ter est the Cher o kees earned on money in vested by the U.S. Trea -
sury af ter re moval. Us ing this method, the mar ket value in 1838 for 
Cher o kee land in Ten nes see is es ti mated at $357,478.87.  
Next, the value of ceded land in North Carolina re ceives sim i lar
anal y sis. In North Carolina, ceded Cher o kee land was auc tioned in
Frank lin, North Carolina, be tween Sep tem ber 3 and Sep tem ber 22,
1838.4 Roughly 1,112 square miles were sur veyed and con veyed
into le gal pos ses sion of the State of North Carolina. The land was
con verted into 1,401 tracts over thir teen dis tricts, and two ap -
pointed com mis sion ers re corded the sales price, land qual ity, and
num ber of acres sold. The state di vided the land into lots rang ing in 
size be tween fifty and four hun dred acres. The price of each lot was
de ter mined by a set of five cat e go ries used to de scribe the land
qual ity, as the high est-qual ity land sold for $4.00 per acre and the
low est-qual ity for $0.50 per acre. The credit terms were loose, as a
down pay ment of only one-eighth the pur chase price was needed.5
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An ab stract of the sales that were made by Com mis sion ers Sam uel
F. Patterson and Charles L. Hinton is avail able through the South -
ern His tor i cal Col lec tion at the Uni ver sity of North Carolina at
Cha pel Hill.6 From these data, the mar ket value of 1,401 tracts,
which to taled 216,348.8 acres, equaled $330,225.50. 
Land of fice data also can be adopted to es ti mate the value of
ceded land in Al a bama. Be cause Al a bama is a pub lic land state,
ceded Cher o kee land re verted back into the United States’ pub lic
do main. DeKalb and Cher o kee Coun ties were both cre ated from
Cher o kee land in the same leg is la tive act on Jan u ary 9, 1836. In
1835 some Cher o kees lived in other coun ties in Al a bama, such as
Jack son, Mor gan, Blount, and St. Clair, but the land for merly oc cu -
pied by Cher o kees was cut from most of these coun ties and added to 
Cher o kee and DeKalb Coun ties when they were formed. It was not
un til 1840 that the land of fice in Flor ence, Al a bama, com mis sioned
a sur vey of the land.   
The value of land ceded in Al a bama can be cal cu lated us ing data
found at the fed eral gov ern ment’s land of fice web site on the
Internet at <www.glorecords.blm.gov>.  The pres ent study fo cuses
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Fig. 1. Re duc tion of Cher o kee lands  to 1835.
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This map il lus trates the sec tion of north east ern Al a bama
ceded by the Cher o kees be fore re moval. The cross-hatch ing rep -
re sents the  Cher o kees’ prop erty (Source: S. Doc. 17, No. 8, 25th
Cong., 3d Sess.).
on land sales from 1843, the first year this tract was open for dis -
posal, to 1861, the last year land was sold un der the 1820 Land Act
price of $1.25 per acre. The terms of credit were far looser than the
fed eral gov ern ment’s con di tions. While the U.S. gov ern ment at this
time re quired west ern land pur chases to be paid in full with cash,
an Al a bama set tler had to make a down pay ment of only $0.10 per
acre, plus pay a sur vey fee of $6.00, and then pay the re main der of
the pur chase in three years.7 The mar ket value, dis counted at 5 per -
cent and de flated to 1838, for the 449,988 acres sold dur ing this pe -
riod was $433,885.83.
Sim i larly, the mar ket value of ceded Cher o kee land in Geor gia
may be cal cu lated, but do ing so re quires a more com pli cated math e -
mat i cal anal y sis. Cher o kee land in Geor gia, which was di vided into
18,309 land lots of 160 acres each, 35,000 gold lots of 40 acres each,
and frac tional lots, was dis trib uted to for tu nate en trants in three
land lot ter ies in 1832 and 1833.8 Al though for tu nate draw ers in the
Cher o kee land lot ter ies were le gally for bid den to move onto lots
that were still oc cu pied by Cher o kees, af ter grants were is sued for
these lots in 1835 and 1836, they had the op tion of sell ing their lots.
Thus, these lot ter ies fa cil i tated the cre ation of a mar ket for Cher o -
kee land in an tic i pa tion of Cher o kee re moval.9 The cre ation of this
mar ket al lows for the es ti ma tion of the mar ket value for Cher o kee
land in Geor gia, which, in this case, is com puted by es ti mat ing the
con di tional mean value of own ing plots with the po ten tial of
subsurface gold, plots with pre ex ist ing im proved acres, plots with
the po ten tial for land im prove ments, and frac tional lots sur rounded 
by ma jor wa ter ways and other nat u ral bound aries, while con trol -
ling for county-spe cific ef fects like soil qual ity and mar ket ac cess. 
To con duct this es ti ma tion pro ce dure, a land sam ple is con -
structed by match ing sur veyor’s plats that in di cated im proved acre -
age on ei ther land or gold lots with deeds rep re sent ing their sale.
Due to the de struc tion of court houses con tain ing deed books in
Cobb, Walker, Paulding, and Un ion Coun ties, the match ing of deeds
with sur veyor’s plats was re stricted to seven of the eleven coun ties 
cre ated from Cher o kee re moval (in clud ing Walker County, which
was or ga nized in 1833). In to tal, there were ninety-eight matches
from these two sources.10
An Or di nary Least Squares (OLS) re gres sion model is es ti mated
to de ter mine the con di tional cor re la tions in the data. Since the re la -
tion ship be tween im proved acres and per-acre prices in the data is
in creas ing at an in creas ing rate, the de pend ent vari able—per-acre
price—is trans formed by tak ing its nat u ral log a rithm. The in de -
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pend ent vari ables  of in ter es t in c lude a vari able iden ti fy ing the gold 
lots and a vari able com pris ing the num ber of im proved acres on the
lot.  Other va ri ables are in cluded to con trol for lo ca tion-sp e cific var i -
a tions , such as mar  ket ac  cess, soil fer  til ity , and other u n ob served
dif fer ences across coun ties , which should in flu ence the sales price.
Ther e fore, the fol low ing re gres sion model is used to com pute t he de -
ter mi nant s of the mar  ket valu e of Cher o kee land :  
         lnPricei = b0 + b1 * Acresi + b2 * Goldi + å b3j * Lo ca tionji  + ui
where lnPricei is the logged per-acre price de flated to 1838, Acresi is 
the num ber of im proved acres, Goldi is a dummy vari able set equal
to 1 if the lot is a gold lot and 0 oth er wise for the ith lot, and Lo ca -
tionji rep re sents county dummy vari ables that are equal to 1 for
spe cific county of res i dence, 0 oth er wise. The co ef fi cient on the gold
dummy vari able es ti mates the con di tional mean price of a gold lot,
con trol ling for im proved acre age and lo ca tion-spe cific ef fects. The
er ror term, ui, is as sumed to be uncorrelated with the vari ables in -
cluded in the model and is nor mally dis trib uted with a zero mean
and con stant vari ance. 
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Let ter of Bushyhead to John Ross dated Sep tem ber 1, 1838 (OHS John Ross Let ters 
Col lec tion).
Us ing the land sam ple, it is pos si ble to as sess the value of gold in
Geor gia. The re gres sion re sults are shown be low:11
              lnPrice = 0.383     +   0.020 Acres + 1.176 Gold + ...  
                           (0.315)         (0.009)           (0.372)      
                                         N=98, R2=0.275
The es ti mated stan dard er rors of the co ef fi cients are in pa ren the -
ses. Each vari able listed above is sta tis ti cally sig nif i cant at typ i cal
sig nif i cance lev els. There fore, there is strong sta tis ti cal ev i dence
that im proved acres and the prob a bil ity of find ing gold strongly af -
fected per-acre prices. The R-squared sta tis tic im plies that these
vari ables ex plain 27.5 per cent of the vari a tion in per-acre prices,
which is rel a tively low but typ i cal for a cross-sec tion of data. In ter -
pret ing the es ti mated co ef fi cients as ap prox i mate per cent age in -
creases in the sales price per acre, this model sug gests that ten
acres of im proved land in creased the sales price per acre by 20.0
per cent, on av er age. Also, the prob a bil ity of find ing gold in creased
the av er age sales price by roughly 117.6 per cent, which re flects the
in flated ex pec ta tions for gold de pos its.  
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(OHS Re search Di vi sion photo).
The con di tional mean value of a gold lot can be found by tak ing
the anti-log of the re gres sion model. Thus, con trol ling for im proved
acres and land lo ca tion char ac ter is tics, the (con di tional) mean of a
gold lot was $3.03 per acre.12 In other words, an acre in north -
western Geor gia on a gold lot was val ued at $3.03 more than an
iden ti cal acre on a non-gold lot. The to tal mar ket value of gold lots
in Geor gia is the prod uct of the con di tional mean, the num ber of
gold plots, and the num ber of acres per gold lot, or $3.703 per acre*
35,000 lots* 40 acres per lot, which equals $4.242 mil lion. 
Af ter re moval, Geor gia set tlers quickly learned that the amount
of subsurface gold was non ex is tent.13 There fore, the ac tual value of
gold de pos its in Geor gia af ter re moval was prob a bly close to zero.
How ever, the mar ket price in 1838 would have re flected both the ac -
tual amount of gold and the Geor gians’ ex pec ta tions of find ing gold.
Thus, mar ket prices re flected the ex pected mar ginal value of gold.
For ex am ple, from 1800 to 1833, the orig i nal U.S. price for an ounce
of gold was $19.39.14 If Geor gia set tlers be lieved that there was a 15 
per cent chance of find ing at least one ounce of gold in an acre, then
the mar ket value for one acre in a gold lot would have equaled
$2.91, con trol ling for other fac tors. There fore, the pos i tive and high
value of gold in Cher o kee Geor gia in 1838 is con sis tent with the
knowl edge about the scar city of gold found af ter re moval. 
Al though not in cluded in the to tal es ti mate of ceded Cher o kee
land, the mar ket value of the frac tional lots, which were mostly sur -
rounded by ma jor wa ter ways, can be roughly es ti mated in an aux il -
iary re gres sion. Be cause the to tal acre age in Cher o kee Geor gia was
known to equal 4,366,554 acres, the acre age con tained in frac tional
lots can be de duced us ing a back-of-the-en ve lope method. As the
frac tional lots and a small num ber of undrawn lots from the two
pre vi ous lot ter ies were dis posed in the fi nal land lot tery in 1833,
the dif fer ence be tween the to tal acre age in Geor gia and the to tal
acre age sur veyed into gold lots (40 acres per lot times 35,000 lots)
and the acres sur veyed into land lots (160 acres per lot times 18,309 
lots) should ap prox i mately equal the amount of land held in frac -
tional lots. Ac cord ing to this ap proach, 37,114 acres ex isted af ter
the land and gold lot ter ies in the form of frac tional lots. Ac cord ing
to an aux il iary re gres sion that in cluded a frac tional lot dummy
vari able, among other vari ables,  the in cre men tal value of an acre
in a frac tional lot was $1.75 in 1838. Thus, the to tal mar ket value of
the frac tional lots, which may re flect the in flu ence of im proved soil
fer til ity and mar ket ac cess on land val ues, was roughly $64,000. 
Be cause the ex act num ber of undrawn lots can not be de ter mined,
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the es ti mated value of fractional lots is not included in the
aggregated value of ceded Georgia land.  
Next, the mar ket value of the im proved acre age in Cher o kee
Geor gia is es ti mated. By tak ing the anti-log of the re gres sion
model, an ad di tional im proved acre, con trol ling for county-spe cific
het er o ge ne ity and the pos si bil ity of find ing gold, in creased the
per-acre price by $1.02. Be cause sur vey ors did not re cord all the im -
proved acres on Cher o kee lots, there can be no pre cise es ti mate of
the num ber of lots with im prove ments and the to tal amount of im -
proved acre age.  The only re ported fig ure about Cher o kee land im -
prove ment is lo cated in the 1836–1838 Cher o kee Prop erty Val u a -
tions, which to taled the num ber of im proved acres in Cher o kee
Geor gia at 35,285 acres.15 As sum ing this num ber is valid, the to tal
mar ket value of Cher o kee im proved acres was $35,990.70.
The fi nal com po nent of es ti mat ing the mar ket value of Geor gia
land is the value of un im proved but till able acres. Ac cord ing to the
1835 Cher o kee Cen sus enu mer a tors, 1,707,900 acres in the Cher o -
kee Na tion in Geor gia were till able.16 De duct ing the to tal amount of 
im proved acres yields a to tal of 1,672,615 un im proved but till able
acres. The mar ket value of an av er age un im proved yet till able acre
can be es ti mated from an Or di nary Least Squares re gres sion of
logged per-acre prices on im proved acres, un im proved acres, and six 
county dum mies. The OLS re sults are as fol lows:17
    lnPrice = 2.166 + 0.0101 Im proved Acres - 0.011 Un im proved Acres  + ...
              (0.63)   (0.007)                             (0.004)  
                                    N=98, R2=0.292
Both im proved and un im proved acres are sta tis ti cally sig nif i cant 
at typ i cal sig nif i cance lev els. Tak ing the anti-log sug gests that an
ad di tional un im proved acre yielded a mar ket price of $0.99 per
acre. There fore, the es ti mated mar ket value of the un im proved
acres in Geor gia is es ti mated at $1,655,888.85. Add ing the value of
gold and the value of im proved and un im proved acre age to gether
gen er ates the es ti mated to tal mar ket value of Cher o kee land in
Geor gia at $5,933,879.50 just prior to re moval.
The es ti mated mar ket value of Cher o kee land may now be
gauged. Sum ming the val ues es ti mated above for ces sions in Ten -
nes see, North Carolina, Al a bama, and Geor gia gives a to tal value of 
$7,055,469.70 or $0.90 per acre in 1838 for the land ceded by the
Cher o kees in the Treaty of New Echota. This es ti mate is in ter -
preted from two per spec tives. Data lim i ta tions would in di cate that
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the $7.1 mil lion fig ure should be re garded as a con ser va tive es ti -
mate. For ex am ple, the Cher o kees ceded some 711,680 acres in
North Carolina; how ever, the 216,000 acres sold at auc tion rep re -
sented what North Carolina sur veyed for sale in 1838 as the State
only sur veyed what was be lieved to be mar ket able at auc tion. Cer -
tainly, the re main ing 496,000 acres had some in trin sic value for the 
State of North Carolina. If those acres were val ued at $0.52, or half
the av er age price per acre of Cher o kee land in North Carolina, then
the es ti mated mar ket value of Cher o kee land would have been
closer to $7.31 mil lion. Also, in Ten nes see many of these plots,
which sold for as lit tle as a penny per acre, could have been sub se -
quently re sold. A sim i lar ar gu ment can be made with re gard to the
sale of land in Al a bama. When land sales ended in 1861 at the on set 
of the Civil War, more than five hun dred thou sand acres in Al a -
bama were still un sold.  
There are also at least two rea sons to be lieve the es ti mated value 
of Geor gia land should in clude an er ror band. First, we have ex -
cluded the value of any acres deemed untillable by the Cher o kee
Cen sus enu mer a tors. Al though this land was dis trib uted via the
lot ter ies to for tu nate draw ers, its value re mains un known. Sec ond,
it is dif fi cult to place an ac cu rate fig ure on the mar ket value of land
with the po ten tial for gold de pos its. The value of the gold lots un -
doubt edly dropped once cit i zens cor rected their ex pec ta tions of
find ing gold. This would have re sulted in a pre cip i tous drop in the
value of Cher o kee land in Geor gia once the mar ket ad justed. There -
fore, the value of Cher o kee land in Geor gia de pends heavily on the
time ho ri zon. The fur ther we move away from the re moval date of
1838, the smaller the value of Cher o kee land in Geor gia be comes.
Re gard less, the value of ceded south east ern land should be com -
pared to the value of the land ac quired in the Treaty of New Echota. 
In re turn for sign ing this agree ment, the Cher o kees ob tained fee
sim ple ti tle to three tracts lo cated west of the Mis sis sippi River. The 
main tract for mass set tle ment in pres ent north east ern Oklahoma
con tained roughly five mil lion acres and was par tially oc cu pied by a 
small sub set of Cher o kees called “Old Set tlers,” who had re moved
them selves from the South east through out the first two de cades of
the nine teenth cen tury. Think ing that this tract might be too small
for the newly co alesced Cher o kee Na tion, the fed eral gov ern ment
agreed to de duct $500,000 from the re moval fund in re turn for eight 
hun dred thou sand acres of un set tled land in pres ent Kan sas called
the “Neu tral Lands.” The gov ern ment also fur nished a large tract,
called the “Cher o kee Out let,”  to en cour age the con tin ued pur suit of 
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hunt ing in pres ent west ern Oklahoma. With ap proval from the fed -
eral gov ern ment, the Out let’s eight mil lion acres could be used to
es tab lish Cher o kee set tle ments, to lease for ranch ing pur poses, or
to sell ei ther back to the United States or even to other tribes. An -
other tract, called the “Cher o kee Strip,” was even tu ally formed
from a thin slice of the north ern por tions of main land Cher o kee Na -
tion and the Cher o kee Out let as a re sult of a sur vey ing er ror in the
Kan sas-Ne braska Act. The Strip, along with the Neu tral Lands and 
the Cher o kee Out let, were all di vested back into the United States’
pub lic do main by the end of the nine teenth cen tury.18
While some be lieve that the Cher o kees were given poor terms of
trade for these fu ture land sales, the gov ern ment even tu ally spent
$12.82 mil lion from 1867 to 1894 on these four Cher o kee land ces -
sions. The gov ern ment paid the Cher o kees $1.14 mil lion out of the
pro ceeds from the Osage di min ished re serve ces sion to al low the
Osages to move to a small sec tion of the Cher o kee Out let. In 1883
the Cher o kees re ceived $300,000 for al low ing the set tle ment of the
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Mrs. Wil liam Pot ter Ross (left) with Wil liam Pot ter Ross (John Ross’s
nephew) and three un known in di vid u als in Tennneese at the Cher o kee 
Mon u ment at Ross's Land ing near Chattanooga,  Ten nes see (OHS Re -
search Di vi sion photo).
Paw nees, Poncas, Nez Perces, Otoes, and Missourias in the Cher o -
kee Out let. The gov ern ment also spent $1.45 mil lion on the sale of
the Cher o kee Strip and the Neu tral Lands, whose terms of ini tial
di vest ment were both con tained in the June 19, 1866, treaty. The
chief as set ob tained from re moval was the Cher o kee Out let, of
which the re main ing 8,144,682.91 acres were sold back to the
United States gov ern ment in 1892 for $8,595,736.12. The amount
un paid was placed in a 5 per cent interest–bearing fund, which gen -
er ated an ad di tional $1.32 mil lion in in come from 1895 to 1921.19
The dif fer ence be tween the sales price of $5 mil lion and the es ti -
mated value of ceded Cher o kee land in the South east sug gests that
the fed eral gov ern ment shortchanged the Cher o kees in the range of 
$2.1 mil lion. This short fall was par tially off set by the value of the
above-men tioned four tracts lo cated west of the Mis sis sippi River,
whose value, de flated and dis counted to 1838, was $907,000. This
short fall was also off set by the im plicit value of their new home land 
in pres ent north eastern Oklahoma.  
With this said, there are two ways to in ter pret this es ti mate.
First, in terms of 2008 dol lars, the un der pay ment for Cher o kee
lands in the South east rep re sents a sub stan tial amount of lost in -
come. Us ing the 2008 CPI, the pres ent value of this short fall is
equiv a lent to $50.13 mil lion. Al ter na tively, if the dif fer ence was in -
vested in a 5 per cent in ter est–bear ing bond that com pounded an nu -
ally, the value of this fund would be have grown to $8.4 billion by
2008. Yet, com pared to the nu mer ous ro man ti cized ac counts of the
“Trail of Tears,” the mar ket value of the Cher o kee prop erty was rel -
a tively close to the gov ern ment’s pur chas ing price. Since some have
sug gested that the mar ket value of pre-re moval Cher o kee Na tion
land was near $20 mil lion, the ac tual dif fer ence be tween the
purchasing price and the mar ket value of Cher o kee Na tion land
seems sur pris ingly close. 
The death toll, un com pen sated pri vate prop erty, in creased po lit i -
cal in sta bil ity, and un funded di rect re moval ex penses com prise
other equally im por tant re moval costs. Nev er the less, com put ing
the im plicit mar ket value of ceded Cher o kee prop erty re veals that
the fed eral gov ern ment was will ing to pay unsurprisingly less than
the land’s im plicit mar ket value but sur pris ingly close to the ac tual
value of the land base. In fact, the re sults here re veal that John
Ross’s con jec ture re gard ing the value of Cher o kee land was on par
with its ac tual mar ket value. If the un sold tracts in North Carolina
are added to our lower-bound es ti mate, then our es ti mate is al most
iden ti cal to that of Ross’s 1838 claim.
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